This article examines the impact of the crisis in Russia-EU relations on the European Union's articulation of the resilience concept and analyzes how its incorporation into the EU Global Strategy has affected the Brussels-Moscow relationship. Academic concepts of resilience and constructivism provided the theoretical basis for the research. The study of academic works made it
T he Five Guiding Principles for the relations with Russia (Moghe rini, 2016) and particularly the European Union's Global Strat egy (Global Strategy, 2016) published in 2016 ushered in a new stage in relations between Moscow and Brussels. The idea of partnership and cooperation through dialogue has been replaced with the European Union's concept of resilience. Moreover, resilience has become a new normative trend in the European integration process and a key instru ment in the EU's foreign policy. However, the new concept raises more questions than gives answers; its implementation remains a subject of serious debates among both academics and government officials.
The purpose of this article is to determine how the current crisis in relations between Moscow and Brussels has affected the European Union's articulation of its resilience concept and to consider its consequences for relations between the EU and Russia now and in the future. To begin with, we are going to define theoretical aspects of resilience necessary for analyzing political processes, including international ones, and compare them with the resilience concept proposed by the EU. After that we will briefly describe the current state of RussiaEU relations which presaged the emergence of this concept in Brussels' policy. Then we will take a look at a new round of the European Union's efforts to identify Russia as the "Other" challenging the EU's resilience, and analyze the specific use of the resilience concept amid the unfolding competition between Brussels and Moscow in the postSoviet space. Finally, we will make some conclusions on the consequences the articulation of the resilience concept may have for relations between Russia and the EU.
resielience: speciAl theoreticAl Aspects
The concept of resilience was proposed in the 1970s by ecologist Craw ford Holling who defined it as "a measure of the persistence of systems and of their ability to absorb change and disturbance and still main tain the same relationships between populations or state variables" (Holling, 1973 , p. 14) . This definition became a starting point in aca demic debates on the essence of the concept. Born within the frame work of natural sciences, the concept of resilience gradually evoked interest among representatives of the humanities as well, and now it is a subject of active interdisciplinary discussions. For example, this con cept is used in studying the neoliberal economic system to explain the functioning of market mechanisms. Resilience is often mentioned in psychology and in ecological and urban planning projects. However, it gets the most attention in works analyzing crisis management issues. Also, references to resilience can often be found in analytical reports on humanitarian interventions and counterterrorism.
What theoretical aspects of resilience can be identified as key ones, especially for the study of political systems and international relations? Firstly, resilience is regarded as a natural characteristic of any system. If a system is not resilient, it simply disappears. In other words, resilience is a norm for a system and has no ethical characteristics. It is neutral. De mocracy is resilient, but, unfortunately, so is corruption in many systems.
Secondly, the focus is on the resources of resilience in a system; their accumulation or consolidation in response to challenges constitutes the subject of study within this set of theoretical approaches. This point is extremely important for political science, as it allows one to distinguish between different resilience concepts, on the one hand, and securitization, which puts emphasis on the articulation of threats and challenges, on the other.
Thirdly, the most difficult, but necessary, point for understanding resilience is the idea that both challenges and resources are generated by one and the same system, that is, there is virtually no dichotomy between the subject and the object. The importance of this point is that it makes it possible to separate the idea of resilience from potentially similar categories, such as 'resistance' or 'sustainability, ' and to emphasize the integrity of the system by identifying elements which, although opposed to each other, have a common origin.
Fourthly, any talk of resilience leads us to a single system where both challenges and resources for responding to them are solely internal in nature. But the systems being studied can be of different levels. For example, one can talk about internal challenges to society, the regime or the state or about internal challenges to the neoliberal world order. There are challenges to democracy within one state, and there are challenges to world democracy. But in any case, it is one system, and its resilience can be maintained only by internal resources.
The desire to understand the resilience of different societies has prompted extensive historical and sociopolitical research important for modern politics. It includes works which analyze, for example, the socioecological characteristics of resilience in East African societies over the past two centuries (Bollig and Anderson, 2017) , and special issues of journals which focus on the resilience of Eastern Mediterranean societies in the 6th17th centuries (Human Ecology, 2018) . There are also works that study the resilience of authoritarian regimes, such as the People's Republic of China (Nathan, 2003; Li, 2012) .
Furthermore, there are some very interesting studies showing how the established practices of social groups not only contribute to their resilience, but also provide resources for influencing higher level political processes. For example, J. Bakker, J. de Koning, and J. van Tatenhove studied the community of Scottish fishermen that influences public marine planning policies through mobilizing their resilience practices (Bakker et al., 2019) . As Ana Juncos notes, "resilience thus operates a turn from the international to the local (governments, societies, organizations, and individuals)" (Juncos, 2018, p. 562) , that is, the use of this concept makes it possible to identify new resources for stability and security in a society.
So, resilience is not a new concept for politics. Academic discussions on its content and operationalization have been underway for at least a decade. Resilience, as stated in the introduction to a special issue of the Politics magazine, is primarily the "organizing principle in contemporary political life" (Brasset et al., 2013) , where the security of the community, both local and global, is a core element of governance. The specificity of the resilience concept lies in the understanding and inevitability of crises in any system and the availability of internal resources for overcoming these crises. In the political sphere, it is about grassroots practices that support the system, which makes the issue of limits to governance from above a key point. Scholars are actively discussing how the state or the international community can stimulate grassroots practices in order to overcome a crisis without impairing the autonomy of their agents.
The key reference point is neoliberalism which is prevalent in the contemporary social order (Krüger, 2019) . So one of the main directions in the study of resilience in political processes is the invocation of Michel Foucault's legacy and, above all, his concept of "governmentality, " which demonstrates how modern power is molded by existing grassroots practices (Joseph, 2013; Mavelli, 2017) . For example, Jon Coaffee and Pete Fussey explore the logic of supporting society's resilience against the threat of terrorism and emphasize the complexity and contradictions of grassroots practices used in people's cooperation with the governmental authorities (Coaffee and Fussey, 2015) . There is often a paradoxical situation where elites appeal to the resilience concept while simultaneously emphasizing the responsibility of citizens for their own security and at the same time exclude them from the decisionmaking process, thus turning them into passive recipients (Rogers, 2013) . This problem also exists at the international level, especially as part of humanitarian interventions. For example, Sarah Bracke argues that the use of outside practices for maintaining resilience can prove disastrous for countries subjected to external interference (Bracket, 2016) .
This raises an important question: What is a system the resilience of which needs to be maintained in each particular case? In fact, when a threat is presented as an external element or when instruments of stability are brought in from the outside, we can hardly talk about the activation of internal resources.
Researchers also draw special attention to the relative similarity of such concepts as 'resilience' and 'securitization/desecuritization,' introduced into scientific discourse by the Copenhagen School. And although both concepts contribute to the study of security, there is a significant difference between them. As Philippe Bourbeau notes, any talk of resilience is always about determining its degree (Bourbeau, 2013) . There are no completely resilient systems, and therefore it is a question of maintaining this quality of a system and finding appropriate resources for doing that. The focus is on resources. Securitization (just like desecuritization) is a purely discursive practice which focuses on threats to the reference object (not on the resources for overcoming them).
So the theory of resilience has already become an integral part of the discussion on the modern system of governance, where priority is given to critical reevaluation of its application in different regimes and societies. Moreover, by the time the Five Guiding Principles and the Global Strategy were published in the EU, the concept of resilience had already been actively used by international organizations (such as UN bodies and agencies and the OECD) and a number of states, including individual EU countries (Treshchenkov, 2019) . The essence of resilience was closely linked to existing theoretical studies. However, when the EU was introducing the concept of resilience, it chose to do it its own way in many respects. We will consider these distinctions in the next section.
resilience As An eu norM: theorY in Action
The use of the term 'resilience' in Western political discourse has already become widespread, and that is why a legitimate question arises: Can we talk about such a concept at all? Could 'resilience' be just a catch word or another bureaucratic and spectacular stunt on the part of the European Union? In some cases, it really is. But this interpretation will not be correct for the European Union's official discourse. In this section of the article we will show how the concept is presented in numerous documents issued by Brussels and in popular works by EU analysts, which seek to explain what resilience actually is and how it has become part of the European Union's foreign and domestic political discourse.
The European Union's articulation of the resilience concept highlights its two main differences from the theoretical principles mentioned above. The first one is that Brussels formulates resilience as a new norm. The second one is that it emphasizes the threats to which both the EU and the third countries it supports must be resilient. Let's consider these differences in more detail.
In its Global Strategy, the EU makes it clear that resilience is linked to democratic development and, moreover, ensures it. The document emphasizes that "a resilient state is a secure state, and security is key for prosperity and democracy. " In addition, "a resilient society featuring democracy, trust in institutions, and sustainable development lies at the heart of a resilient state" (Global Strategy, 2016) . According to this and a number of other documents, the EU itself is an example of such a society. Moreover, Brussels declares its readiness to help other states and societies gain resilience. Its outreach extends to Central Africa in the south and Central Asia in the east.
The normative component has always been one of the main ele ments of the European Union's domestic and foreign policy. Suffice it to recall the Declaration on European Identity adopted in the 1970s, the inclusion of values in the text of the Maastricht Treaty, the adoption of the Charter of Fundamental Rights as well as various academic debates on the civil, ethical, and normative power Europe. Previously, however, the norms promoted by Brussels were borrowed from the European in tellectual heritage, especially the Enlightenment. Today, the situation is different. European officials have borrowed the existing concept of resil ience (including the one used in international practice) and filled it with new substance. As a result, resilience has become a norm of European integration along with democracy and human rights. The EU is turn ing an analytical category into a normative one, and transferring the entire discussion on its maintenance from the operational level to the ideological one. In practical terms, the EU is reinforcing the promotion of democracy in its foreign policy with yet another norm-resilience.
Relations with Russia played a significant role in this new round of the European Union's efforts to assert its normative leadership. The logic of normative interaction supported by Brussels in recent decades involved not only the promotion of European norms, but also active involvement of other international actors in the normative discussion (Pavlova and Romanova, 2017) . The norms themselves, which emerged within the framework of neoliberal ideology, envisaged gradual engage ment of their recipients in the dialogue as fullfledged participants. This situation, on the one hand, contributed to Moscow's awareness of its own (potential) subjectivity as a recipient of these norms. On the other hand, this model of interaction called into question the EU's undis puted normative leadership on the global stage, as the new participants claimed the right to contest the EU's official position, have a say in the interpretation of norms, and apply them to specific events.
It was the decline of normative leadership that precipitated the emergence of the Global Strategy. Moreover, EU politicians hold that Russia fell short of expectations by claiming its right to interpret international norms. Therefore the pristine openness of the normative core is no longer justified. The adoption of the Global Strategy, as one of its authors, Nathalie Tocci, pointed out, was necessitated by a "deep existential crisis" and the desire of Europeans to see the EU as a stronger player in world politics (Tocci, 2016, p. 462) . So, the main resource of the EU's resilience, both internally and globally, is the previously established norms and, as stated in the Global Strategy, its "enduring power of attraction. " However, the concept of resilience registers the unidirectional dissemination of norms, as well as the EU's position as an unquestionable normative leader. And although the first glance at the Global Strategy gives the impression that the European Union is ready to opt for a more realist approach to foreign policy, a detailed analysis of the texts makes it clear that Brussels remains committed to normative hegemony. The declared principled pragmatism should be understood to mean a rethinking of previous experience and a rejection of the idea of open core for new players.
Another important difference between the EU's concept of resil ience and existing academic debates is that Brussels focuses above all on challenges and threats against which such resilience must be mobi lized, assuming that its "power of attraction" no longer requires seri ous revision. And again this refers to Russia in the first place. Many of its actions are labeled a challenge to resilience as a norm. Furthermore, opposition to Russia's foreign policy becomes a guarantee of resilience for both the European Union itself and its neighbors.
Eastern European and Baltic countries are playing a noticeable role in this strategy of determining Russia's behavior as a threat due to both historical heritage and their unambiguous position that the reincorporation of Crimea was an act of Russian aggression.
According to the Global Strategy, "peace and stability in Europe are no longer a given. Russia's violation of international law and the destabilization of Ukraine, on top of protracted conflicts in the wider Black Sea region, have challenged the European security order at its core" (Global Strategy, 2016) . At the same time, while marking Russia's behavior as a common threat to the stability of the European Union and neighboring states, Brussels is also talking about specific challenges from Moscow. The EU Global Strategy indirectly, but a 2017 joint communication (Strategic Approach to Resilience, 2017) directly associates Moscow with such resilience threats as stable energy supply, fake news and strategic communication, as well as cyber risks. In 2018, this list was extended to include the use of chemical weapons and disproportionate activities of security services.
This creates an extremely interesting situation from both theoretical and practical points of view. In order to formulate its concept of resilience, the European Union essentially securitizes it, underscoring its validity and necessity through the articulation of potential threats coming, implicitly or explicitly, from Russia. The issue of resources is pushed into the background.
Thus, relations with Russia provided the basis for the emergence of the European Union's concept of resilience. In its discourse, it differs from the resilience theory in two ways: normativity which asserts the unquestionable leadership of EU, and the emphasis on threats, the source of which is often determined as Russia. Resilience here essentially loses its relevance as a tool for resolving crises, as it only records the status of one element in the system of relations with regard to challenges posed by another element.
russiA As the perpetuAl "other"
The European Union's new foreign policy towards Russia, whereby the idea of threats posed by the latter to the resilience of the EU and its partners takes center stage, significantly changes the overall context of cooperation between Moscow and Brussels. The Global Strategy says that "the EU and Russia are interdependent, " but notes that the EU intends to "engage Russia to discuss disagreements and cooperate if and when our interests overlap" (Global Strategy, 2016) . The Five Principles advocate a similar view. Russia once again appears as "the Other, " as an actor of world politics which shapes up its foreign policy strategy and international behavior according to principles different from those upheld by the EU.
Such a situation is nothing new for European/EU identity politics. It has already been described by many researchers, starting with Larry Wolff and Iver Neumann. However, today the focal point of opposition is Russia's specific activities recognized as a challenge to European norms and values. Russia's behavior is portrayed as that of "the Other, " as proof of its "otherness" which can be overcome only if the Kremlin completely changes its agenda and accepts the European Union's norms as understood in the West. As a result, the perception of Russia as an actor in international relations which is seeking to undermine democratic resilience in the EU and neighboring territories is opening a new chapter in attempts to "exclude" Russia from the discussion on potential ways of solving European security and cooperation problems. This approach does not help to improve relations between Brussels and Moscow. Moreover, it leaves only one option, unacceptable to modern Russia, for resolving the current crisis in relations: unquestionable commitment to the European Union's initiatives.
Interestingly, Russian civil society continues to be regarded as the target audience for promoting European norms. The idea of separating the resilience of states from the resilience of societies is clearly stated in the Global Strategy and the 2017 joint communication on resilience. The Five Guiding Principles also unambiguously state the EU's intention to build a dialogue with Russian civil society. By appealing to citizens, the EU draws attention to the universality of the norms it promotes, which should eventually allow Brussels to regain the position of unconditional normative leader in the region and the world. So, on the one hand, the EU stresses a chance for Russian citizens to return into the fold of Europe, but on the other hand, portrays Russia's political elites and leaders as the epitome of "the Other" viewed by the EU as "nonEuropean" and undermining the security and prosperity of the region.
At the same time, the articulation of the concept of resilience as its integral norm suggests the stability of the European Union despite a number of difficult problems facing it. The Brexit, migration crisis, value differences within the European Union, the growing heterogeneity of member states and their priorities-all this, according to its documents, becomes only part of internal discussions obligatory in a free society. Serious challenges come from the outside, for example from Russia, and it is in their face that the EU demonstrates cohesion and unity defined as 'resilience. '
It is not accidental that in its reaction to the events in Salisbury, the EU referred to resilience but meant the solidarity and cohesion of its institutions and member states. This logic allows the EU to consolidate its unity against external and internal challenges. However, in our opinion, portraying Russia, more precisely its official elites, as "the ultimate Other" unable to change in principle, and putting this "Other" beyond the framework of normative interaction is a short sighted approach. By destroying the previously built system, the European Union depicts Russia as a competitor in a more pronounced manner, thus calling into question the resilience of the entire system of relations in the region of Greater Europe.
resilience Discourse in the struGGle For reGionAl leADership Securitization of resilience and conceptualization of Russia as the "Other" allow the EU to increase its influence in the postSoviet space amid confrontation with Moscow. A new stage of competition with Russia in the postSoviet space is mentioned almost openly in the EU's documents concerning its new foreign policy agenda. Resilience still plays a major role here. "We will strengthen the EU, enhance the resilience of our eastern neighbors, and uphold their right to determine freely their approach towards the EU, " says the Global Strategy.
This phrase gives a clear picture of the situation in Eastern Europe. First of all, Brussels emphasizes its interest in and attention to processes in the postSoviet space, where Russia's behavior is presented as a challenge to security and existing norms, as well as to the right of Eastern European countries to make their own choice. However, while Russia is branded as the "Other, " the EU's eastern neighbors are defined differently and granted an opportunity to be "included" in the European system (with the EU as the center), provided they follow EU norms and maintain their resilience in the first place.
Secondly, the EU declares its readiness to help them and guarantee that they will be able to freely choose the degree of rapprochement with the EU. Russia appears rather implicitly in this idea of rapprochement. Nevertheless, it is quite obvious that it is competition with Moscow that prompts the EU to make such statements. Moreover, according to the EU, Eastern European countries are facing similar "Russian" challenges (stability of energy supply, disinformation, cyber threats), which pro duce an additional mobilization effect and become, as one of the EEAS officials has aptly remarked, a "resource of cooperation" (Personal Inter view, 2018) between the EU and Eastern Neighborhood countries.
At the same time, resilience means the process of mobilizing internal capabilities. Therefore, such EU statements can be understood as an openly declared intention to actively participate in internal affairs of other countries so that they could build up their resilience. However, this policy can be viewed as interventionism (Juncos, 2016) . But Brussels rejects such accusations, claiming that its purpose is to help civil society in these countries mobilize democratic resources that are positive by definition. At the same time, theoretical works on the promotion of resilience in developing countries point out quite rightfully that these activities boil down mainly to the introduction of Western practices, which does not contribute to the development of local resources, and therefore does not resolve the crisis, but only temporarily softens its impact (Bracket, 2016) .
And yet, the European Union's promotion of resilience in neighboring countries represents a new political framework for existing initiatives rather than a totally new direction in cooperation. And there is more to it than just normative influence. Under the umbrella of resilience, the EU continues its policy of supporting market reforms, administrative innovations and environmental transformations. And this is where resilience is no more than just a vogue word rather than a concept, an attempt to find synonyms for such terms as 'stability' or 'sustainable development. ' Nevertheless, this term creates the impression of a more allembracive format for new cooperation, which is not limited to democratization, and also enables the EU to demonstrate better coordinated actions in the world and effective promotion of resilience through the implementation of projects launched earlier.
However, if we really think about the resilience of the postSoviet space, the identification of its resources may indicate Russia's greater attractiveness. For example, an analysis of Belarus' or Moldova's economic ties shows that Russia and its domestic market appear to be more important for them than the EU as a potential importer of their products or labor. The same is true of cheap hydrocarbons and technologies, for example, in the nuclear power industry. Attempts by postSoviet countries to diversify their markets, technological partners and employment opportunities for temporary migrants have proved unsuccessful so far. The complex system of technical and phytosanitary regulation, agricultural market protectionism, limited access to the labor market are real obstacles for Eastern European countries wishing to reorient their economy to the EU.
Interestingly, the elements the EU presents as incentives for rapprochement and potential resources for the economic resilience of neighborhood countries are already used by Russia. However, by all appearances, Russia can hardly become a serious opponent for the EU in a new round of geopolitical competition. The Kremlin's perception of the former Soviet space as periphery where Moscow is a normative leader by definition undermines its possibilities to use economic resources for consolidating cooperation and enhancing the resilience of its own system of interaction with neighboring countries. The European Union is obviously outplaying Russia in the normative field. * * * And yet, it will be wrong to say that tensions between Moscow and Brussels arose only after the Ukraine crisis of 2014. Problems have been piling up for years, and relations have been deteriorating since the beginning of the century along with changes in both Russia and the EU. However, in the past both occasionally took steps towards each other in an attempt to improve diplomatic contacts. Today, the search for a common solution has become extremely difficult.
The adoption by Brussels of the resilience concept, which in many ways focuses on Russia's foreign policy as a challenge not only to the EU but also the entire region, has exacerbated the situation. In fact, Brussels is articulating its new norm in response to the foreign policy course the Kremlin has been steering in recent years. While expressing its intention to pursue a more realistic policy and readiness to maintain its status in international relations, Brussels is also emphasizing the desire to spread its norms. Resilience is designed to fulfill these tasks. It serves as a new umbrella term under which the EU is consolidating its foreign and domestic policy initiatives.
In the meantime, Brussels is toughening its rhetoric, portraying Rus sia not just as an object of criticism, but as an actor that resists the Euro pean Union's normative aspirations, as the "Other. " This contradistinc tion plays a special role in the postSoviet space. Resilience is becoming a new instrument of geopolitical rivalry in this region where the EU is unable to move from the normative level to concrete realities, while Russia, which ensures the economic resilience of many countries in the area, is having trouble converting it into normative resilience.
By entering a new stage in stigmatizing Russia as the "Other" through the concept of resilience, the European Union almost completely denies Moscow the chance to make new proposals on how to resolve tensions. Brussels is only prepared to dictate its own conditions for resuming talks, which means that no one else but it can initiate them. The branding of Russia as the "Other, " that is, its exclusion from the European security system, essentially makes it impossible to use resilience as an instrument for overcoming the current crisis, even though in its academic interpretation resilience as a concept could become a tool for renewing cooperation between Russia and the EU. Moreover, over the years of their partnership, both sides have built up a significant stock of grassroots cooperation practices that could serve as the basis for strengthening the resilience of the EURussia relationship. It is also obvious that the resilience of each of them is a guarantee of security in the Greater Europe region.
The current situation requires serious concessions on both sides. For Russia, this is a normative field where it can hardly offer alternatives to Western values and thus challenge Brussels' leadership. As long as Russia is viewed as the "Other, " this is unlikely, as any of its initiatives will be considered through the lens of securitization and resilience as a new EU norm.
The concept of resilience, as presented by European officials, is becoming an obstacle rather than an instrument for overcoming the crisis between Russia and the European Union. The normative leadership claimed by the EU suggests that it should take the first step in resolving the crisis, but Brussels is in no hurry and, on top of it all, lacks a coherent longterm concept of interaction. The European Union will also have to acknowledge that Russia, too, has significant material resources for resilience, including in the region of common neighborhood. Russia has no choice but wait for these steps to be taken. 
